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If your staff uses tie .fit's rewording of the language of the statute^iaproper 
Mtbtolding# frustation of the Act and enormous wastes of time and money for the 
Government, requesters and the courts is inevitable. Shis record, 157-91 46-57 is a 
ease is point. 

In your revision of the Act yon eliminate the distinction between the two parts 
Of the statute, because you do not eliminate the "foreign policy" part 1 do presume 
tfcafc* neither the sanitation strike nor the fi^d offices involve any consideration of 
foreign policy* This reduces what can he applicable to "in the interest of the national 
defense" in your "explanation," whieh as X have noted, eliminates the requirement 
of the statute of "under criteria established..." 

la even the FBI's revision of tte Act there appears to be no "national defense" 
consideration in the inforsatinn now release is the note. If you can show me any# 
and t suggest this in particular beeause th® question is before- a. court Of law, I 
certainly would like to know of any legitimate "national defense" issue m question. 

This raises an additional qnestloai did tbs FBI ever have say legitimate "national 
defense" purpose in compiling any of the records within my request or in the FBI's 
substitution for my actual request. I believe not. 1 m aware that the late Director 
Hoover was intensely dedicated to certain, beliefs he held bat I am also aware that 
the Ispt&tmmt mi the Sestets end 1 believe -fee FBI* a cm Y&tmmm before the Senate 
Select Committee on Intelligsnce all agreed that there never was any legitimate 
“national security" question. the- mmti appears to be quite dear that this mm -a 
coatriva^Hy which the FBI spent enormous amounts of time and aonsy is an extras 
ordinary and extra-l^hl campsite. against Stag and what is often fosgpttsB. in 
all of this* so many othsr Americans. 1 know of us legitimate basis for say claim to 
the "national defense” with regard to any of the many thousands of pages I .have read. 

I would welcome any proofs of applicability the FBI can provide. Absent such proofs there 
is no basis under the Act for any (b)(1) claims is any of these records. 

In y claim to ($)(&) requires the meeting of the criteria of the Act. In your 
"explanation* yon begin with tag language of the Act as it applies to all the provisions 
of (b)(7), "investigatory files compiled for law enforcement purposes." Tour "explanation" 
of (b) is not identical with the language of the- statute, four words: are "reveal the 
identity of g» individual who has furnished information to the FBI under confidential 
circumstances or reveal information furnished only by such a person and not apparently 
known to the public or otherwise accessible to the |H by overt means." fha way the 
Congress intended is "disclose the identity of a confidential source and, .in the case of 
.a record compiled by a criminal law enforcement authority in the course of a c r i m i na l 
investigation* or by any agency conducting a lawful national security intelligence 
investigation, confidential information furnished only by the csMidential source." 

Here your rewriting of the Apt is extensive, leu have completely altered the Act 
in an effort to make it apply to what it does not apply to. I believe explanation is 
not required so I -do not take you tine for what appears to be so obvious. 1 do again 
note, however, the extraordinary waste of time and money that results and has resulted. 

Tinder the Act to claim (7 )'w) the FBI is required first to have a law enforcement 
purpose. There was no law enforcement purpose with regard to the sanitation strike or to 
%, Kin g #r Ms $QI$. But if there had been a -%m snforeeffisat purpose fpr any of the 
records compiled to meet the criteria of the Act there would also have had to have been 
e a criadnaL investigation. " This was part of a political rather than a criminal in- 
vestigation. The file number itsiif indicates "racial matters." 

four withholding appears to be outside the provisions of the Act on all counts. 

That you do withhold despite the lan^uge of the Act seems to provide an explanation of 
your "explanation." It appears to 'be m effort to motes the Act apply to what it does not 
apply to. Th® legality of what the FBI was doing is also a pertinent question. Your 
revision of the Act appears also to be intended to make what was not legal activity 
into legs! activity. 




a group calling itself the Invaders. The caption on this fMHQ teletype includes "sani- 
tation workers strike 0 m& "racial matters.*' It neither states nor suggests & law enforce- 
ment purpose or an authentic! bririnal Investigation. 

i have read all of the records provided relating to the strike ant the Invaders, There 
is mueh cross-over in content,. lot only do these records hot reflect any law enforce- 
asat purpose, they reflect the FBI’s refusal to do anything about law violations within 
federal jurisdiction (as tfe trite was not) and its refusal to arrant those who were 
wanted on federal charges whan informants identified and located those who were wanted. 

The reason is apparent id the records 1 have received and read* tbs FBI’s interests wore 
entirely political and it desired these *«SBted* peophebo be free as .pari of the IM'*o 
political interests. 

I believe it is apparent that your claims to exemption are eontradietory end. in 
additions are not sanctioned by the language' of the 1st. I therefore hslisre that you 
have no right under the let tit have withheld what you now release to begin with -and that 
yea now Km s no right to withheld what you still, obliterate. 

It the same time I respect the right to rithhold tpe identification of the inform- 
ant mm if ho was engaged in activity .for which ttsgre is m legal sanction. The with- 
holding of anything else is, 1 believe, i;ai$5?per .and I am appealing .all other withholdings. 
Tbs rnnmsim about ritMioldijig tte .£dmti3$^t!U8* does not aesin that 1 teMsve the 
let enables this. As & practiiial matter I do not contest it because of the possible 
renseq/rvieca. 

The next record you list is AttacMsat A is ”197-1092-336- source notation after 
paragraph. %* Because you aispleg#. nothing about the source this can be misleading. 

Your present claim is to (<l}(B) only. Originally you mad© no such claim at all. 

"*ott claimed (b)(l) mi (b)(2). 

PrigiBally the entire "source notation' 1 ' was _id.thh®M by obliteration, Hat you 
hair© released raw scads "Sours a is* .(oblitcratgd) (lew Orleans Striate®).* I see no 
basis for what you have now re -leased to have been mibheM. I also se® no applicability 
of either of the exemptions originally claimed* this also is not exceptional* with 
regard to (b)(2), as any ©xari nation you may chose to sake will disclose, (b)(2) was 
used often la substitution for (7 ) (f>) , Tills continued, even iutenrifiM* after yoay 
analyst told ®e 'that you should not b® using (b)(2) &t all, with which I agree, (lour 
rerijs&oas fl£ the let with tem&fjt to this examptian. ©lississte the oostreliing word 
"personnel. * ) In no cars 'have I seen a record that^ m-ris the standard ’’related 
PPlskL*" V 

m this case while the siiuree Bay be a human being the language does not ©Maihate 
otter possibilities* It could have been a newspaper* la. context there does not appear tt 
be any need for confident iulily although for otter reasons that say be possible. The 
information itself is not confidential. & reporter, even for a publication the Ibi aid 
not like, is publicly known a a a reporter* 

Once again the content iff political and not directly related to the sanitation strike. 
The criteria of the Act do not appear- to be applicable. 

As originally provided to me this record was not; classified, The copy yon provide 
now and state is .new declassified wee claarified after say request .and .after the original 
copy ms provided* Hat mates this even more interesting is that 'the .date of elassifitetite 
was several months prior to your givin ? r sue this record, two months to the day if I read 
the partly obscured neiation isorrsctly. Is turn this would seem to .indicate Hat I have 
already osmplaiasd about to tte .FBI wi teat response and I believe called to the attention 
of the Court as a violation of the stipulations sought by the FBI. 

On July |Q or 31 1977 2CX0 clarified this record Confidential and ereatt from Gbb. 
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Is what X wrote ^ . 

■write yen promptly about Atfsc 
gife4l. so that you and Mr* iesar 
X have hat to get up quite ear: 
I oan. 

Of course I also want to 
including copies. X do hope 
to respond to any questions 
Department has indicated its 



r X indicated my reasons for laying other work aside to 
dsfesat A* In order to be able to get this in the morning 
tffliillsa. decides as «lvU SiTisieB can tac» Wtly 
.;,y, i y * p resume revieu of the other Attachments when 
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^dster the appeal as promptly as possible sac I 
will consider what X have written in ttae to he 
it laser he asked in the processing of the appeal 
itention to move for summary judgement soon* 
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Barold Weisberg 




